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(. RICHARD WAGONER JR
GENERAL MOTORS

BIR;

ON SEPTEMBER 23" 1999 MY WIFE AND ] FURCHASED A 1994 CHEVROLET
SILYERADO PICK-UP TRUCK FROM WILSON BROS IN BARDSTOWN KENTUCKY. SHORTLY AFTER
TAKING DELIVERY A PROBLEM DEVELOPED WITH THE STEERING. WHEN THE BRAKES ARE
APPLIED THE STEERING LOCKS UP.AFTER SEVERAL ATTEMPTS BY MONTGOMERY CHEVROLET
TN LOUISVILLE KENTUCKY AND WITH MONTOQOMERY CHEVRCLETS CONSULTATION WITH
GENERAL MOTORS ENGINEERS WE WERE TOLD TO TAKE [T BACK TO WILSON BROS.

AFTER SEVERAL ATTEMPTS BY WILSON BROS, TO DIAGNOSE AND REPAIR
PROBELEM WE WERE TOLD BY WILSON BROS. THAT THEY HAD CONSULTED WITH GENERALS
MOTORS ENGINEERS ALSQ AND THEY TO WERE UNABLE TO DIAGNGSE PROBLEM.

WILSON BROS THEN TOLD US THAT THEY WERE TOLD BY THE ENGINEERS
TO TELL THE CUSTOMER THAT THE TRUCK WAS BORN WITH THE MROR.EM AND THEY
WOULD HAVE TO LIVE WITH IT. WE THEN FILED A LAWSUIT IN NELSON COUNTY CIRCUIT
mﬂ.ﬂ.‘f lsﬂzhm.mmmwmmmnmmmmmm
MARCH 12™ 2001.

THE JUDGE [N THE COURT REFUSED T( LET PLAINTIFS USE FEDERAL
REQUIRED) STICKER ON THE WINDOW OF AN IDENTICAL TRUCK TO DETERMINE THE COST
OF REPLACING THE TRUCK. NOT BEING ABLE TO UBE WINDOW STICKER PLAINTIFFS WERE
UNABLE TO DETERMINE DAMAGE

JUDGE THEN DISMISSED CASE WITH PREJUDICE AND AWARDED
DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY FEES.THE CASE IS NOW IN THE KENTUCKY COURT OF APPEALS
PLAINTIFFS FEEL THEY HAYE BEEN UNJUSTLY TREATED BY GENERAL MOTORE AND THE
QOURTS. PLAINTIFFS FILED AND DEFENDED THHEIR OWN LAWSIIT WITH INTENTION OF
SAVING GENERAL MOTORS THE LAWYER FEES AND BELIEVING GENERAL MOTORS WOULD
NOT WANT A VEHICLE WITH THESE PROBLEMS ON THE ROAD.

THE LAWSLIT ITSELF WAS NOT LOOKED UPON VERY KINDLY BY THE
COURT IN NELSON COUNTY BECALSE PLAINTIFFS HAD NOT HIRED AN ATTORNEY FROM
NELSON COUNTY AND THE FIRST CHANCE IT GOT IT DIEMISSED THE CASE. PLAINTIFFS HAVE



mmﬁmmmmsmmnmnmmsmmm
BEEN TAKEN OF THE ROAD,

STRAP DOWN THE TOP OF MASTER CYLINDER TO HOLD IT ON. WITH PRESSURE NOT BEING
RELEASE THIS CAUSED THE FRONT BRAKES TO WEAR OUT SHORTLY AFTER

WHEN PLAINTIFFE ARE ON THE ROAD THEY HAVE TO STAY BACK
TWICE THE DISTANCE FROM CARS AHEAD AS THEY NORMALLY WOULD HAVE TO.BECALISE
WHEN THE BRAKES ARE APPLEED THES CAUSES THE STEBRING SYSTEM TO LOCK UP AND YOU
HAVE NOQ CONTROL OF VEHICLE. THE PROBLEMS WITH THE TRIICK 18 NOT ONLY A HAZARD TD
THE OWNERS BUT ALSQ TQ THE PUBLIC, IF THESE PROBLEMS SHOULD CAUSE AN ACCIDENT
AND SOMEONE 18 HURT O XILLED GENERAL MGTORS COULD BE IN FOR A LARGE CIVIL SUIT.

PLAINTIFFS HAVE BEEN BUYING CHEYROLET TRLKKS SINCE 1967
PERSONALLY AND IN THEIR BUSINESS AND HAYE NEVER HAD ANY BIO PROBLEMS WITH ANY
QF THEM. IT IS UNBELIEVABLE THAT GENERAL MOTORS WOULD LEAVE THIS TRUCK ON THE
ROAD,

WHEN THIS TRUCK WAS PURCHASED MY ENTIRE FAMILY WERE

ALONG WITH SEVERAL OF MY FRIENDS WERE DRIVING GENERAL MOTORS YEHICLE. ALL BUT
ONE IN MY FAMILY HAVE BEEN REPLACED WITH ANQTHER MAKE,

WITH THE GOOD SERVICE WE HAVE GOTTEN WITH THE GENERAL
MOTORS VEHICLES IN THE PAST IT WILL BE HARD NOT TO BUY GENERAL MOTORS TRUCKS
AND CARS BUT BECALSE OF THESE PROBLEMS WE WILL BE FORCED TO AUY SOMETHING ELSE
AND SOME OF MY FRIENDS AND RELATIVES FEEL THE SAME WAY.

WE REALLY DON.T EXPECT ANYTHING TO BE DONE ABOUT THIS
FROBLEM BECAUSE WHEN WE FILED THE SUIT WE WERE TOLD WE WOULD BE IN COURT FOR A
LONG TIME BECAUSE GENERAL MOTORS HAD A REPUTATION OF NOT STANDING BEHIND THETR
YEHICLES AND KEPT A BATTERY OF LAWYERS TO DEFEND THE LAWSUITS

NOT ONLY ARE WE WRITING THIS LETTER TO ADVISE YOU OF THIS
SITUATION WE ALSO FEEL THE LAW FIRM I'S TAKING ADVANTAGE OF THE STTUATION AND
MILKING THE (CASE AS LONG AS THEY CAN HOPING TO RECEIVE A NICE FEE.

RESPECTTVELY SUBMITIED




KURT RITTER
CHEVROLET DIVISION

4 1998 CHEVROLET
SEPTEMBER 23" 1999 MY WIFE AND ] PURCHASED
b v 3 mvmwnﬂmm mmm n;mminn
TAKING DELIVERY A PROBLEM . A
APPLIED Y EERING LOCKS UPAFTER SEVERAL ATTEMPTS BY MONTGOMER
mmw“ﬁnmmr AND WITH MONTGOMERY CHEVROLETS CONSULTATION WITH
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MOTORS ENGINEERS ALSO AND THEY TO WERE UNABLE TO DIACNOSE PROBLEM.

WILSON BROS THEN TOLD US THAT THEY WERE TOLD BY THE ENGINEERS
TO TELL THE CUSTOMESR THAT THE TRIXK WAS BORN WiTH THE PROBLEM AND THEY
WOLLD HAVE TO LIVE WITH IT. WE THEN FILED A LAWSUIT IN NELSON COUNTY CERCUIT
ON JULY 13™ 1999, APTER SEVERAL DELAYR AND FORCED MEDIATION THE CASE WENT TO TRIAL
ON MARCH 12 2001.

THE JUDGE IN THE COURT REFUSED T4 LET PLAINTIFFS USE FEDERAL
RECAARED STICKER ON THE WINDOW OF AN IDENTICAL TRUCK TO DETERMINE THE COST
OF REPLACING THE TRUCK. NOT BEING ABLE TO USE WINDOW STICKER PLAINTIEFS WERE
UNABLE TO DETERMINE DAMAGE

' JUDGE THEN DISMISSEE CASE WITH FREJUDICE AND AWARDED
DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY FEES.THE CASE 15 NOW IN THE KENTUCKY COURT OF APPEALS
PLAINTIFFS FEEL THEY HAVE BEEN UNJUSTLY TREATED BY GENERAL MOTORS AND THE
COURTS. PLAINTIFFS FILED AND DEFENDED THER OWN LAWSUIT WITH INTENTION OF
SAVING GENERAL MOTORS THE LAWYER FEES AND BELIEVING GENERAL MOTORS WOLLD
NOT WANT A YEHICLE WITH THESE FROBLEMS ON THE ROAD,

THE LAWSUTT TTSELF WAS NOT LOOKED tJPON VERY KINDLY BY THE
COURT IN NELSON COUNTY BECAUSE PLAINTIFFS HAD MOT HIRED AN ATTORNEY FROM
NELSON COUNTY AND THE FIRST CHANCE IT GOT IT DISMISSED THE CASE. PLAINTIFFS HAVE

BEEN YERY SURPRISED THIS CASE HAS NOT BEEN SETTLED AND THIS TRUCK HAS NOT
BEEN TAKEN OF THE ROAD.



AFVER THE LAWSUTT WAS FILED ANOTHER PROBLEM DEVELOPED IN THE
BRAKING SYSTEM. PRESSURE BUILT IN THR BRAKING SYSTEM CAUSING THE MASTER CYLINDER
TO LEAK. MASTER CYLINDER WAS REFLACED BY MONTGOMERY CHEVROLET AND THIS TIME
PRESSURE BUILT UP BLOWING THE TOP OFF MASTER CYLINDER AND PLAINTIFFS HAD TO
STRAP DOWN THE TOF OF MASTER CYLINDER TO HOLD IT ON. WITH PRESSURE NOT BEING
RELEASE THIS CAUSED THE FRONT BRAKES TO WBAR OUT SHORTLY AFTER

WHEN PLAINTIFFS ARE ON THE ROAD THEY HAVE TO STAY BACK
TWICE THE DISTANCE FROM CARS AHEAD AS THEY NORMALLY WOULD HAVE TC BECAUSE
WHEN THE BRAKER ARE APPLIED THIS CAUSES THE STEERING SYSTEM TO LOCK UP AND YOU
HAYE NO CONTROL OF YEHICLE. THE FROBLEMS WITH THE TRIKCK IS NOT ONLY A HAZARD TO
THE OWNERS BUT AL30 TO THE PUBLIC, IF THESE PROBLEMS SHOULD CAUSE AN ACCIDENT
AND SOMECNE 18 HURT OR KILLED GENERAL MOTORS COULD BE IN FOR A LARGE CIVIL SUIT.

FLAINTIFFS HAVE BEEN BUYING CHEVROLET TRUCKS SINCE 1967
FERSONALLY AND IN THEIR BUSTNESS AND HAVE NEVER HAD ANY 81 PROBLEMS WITH ANY

OF THEM. IT 1S UNEELJEVABLE THAT GENERAL MOTORS WOULD LEAVE TH{$ TRUCK ON THE

WHEN THIS TRUCK WAS FURCHASED MY ENTIRE FAMILY WERE
ALONG WITH SEVERAL OF MY FRIENDS WERE DRIVING OENERAL MOTORS VEHICLE. ALL BUT
ONE IN MY FAMILY HAVE BEEN REPLACED WITH ANOTHER MAKE.




WILSON BROS, INC.
120 W. Jobn Rowan Blva.

Bardstows, Kentuoky 40004

and
GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATEON
TRUCK DIVISION
Detroit, Michigan
DEFENDANTS
SERVE: C.T. CORPORATION
Statutory Agent for Defesdi
Genoral Motors Corporation
Kantucky Home Life Building
Louisville, Kestucky 40202
bk bl wpk gk
COUNT ]

A The Plxintiffs state that they are resideats of the Stats of Kentucky. Defndant
Geaursl Motors Corporation, Truck Division, is & forsign Corporation, doing business in the




State of Kentucky. Defoadant Wilson Bros. Inc. ia » Kentuoky Corporstion. Piaintiffs bring thie
aotion and the Court’s jurisdiction s based on principles of Kentucky statutocy and commeon law,
s the Kentucky Uniform Commercial Code, KRS 355,01 et. peq., and the Magnuson-Moms
Warranty Act, 13 U.8.C. Section 2301-2312.

2 This action olaims a bresch of express and impliod warrantios of fitness and
merchartability by Defissdsnts Genaral Mators Carpocstion, Track Division, and Wilson Bros.
Tnc. It also statew claims for ftand and misrepresentation by Defndurts General Motors
Corporation, Truck Division, sud Wilson Bros. Jnc., for failing to reves! the presence of the
clsimed defects in ssid truck peior 10 its sale to Plaintiffs, and for fraud and misrcpresentation
as to the quakity of their product sold to Plaintifs.

3. The Painti [ i 2 truck, » 1998
Chevrolet Silverado pick-up, from Wilson Byos. Inc, Bardstown , Keatucky on or about
September 23, 1997, for an amount of approximately $26,388.81 plus tax and license. Said
truck was manufsctured by Genecal Motors Corporation Truck Division. Said truck is
owmad by Piainsif |

4. P =:x - that whea they purchased
the 1998 Chevrulet Silverado pick-up, of said pick-up that immedistely upos taking delivery
of mid truck from Defendant, they encountered # problem and difficulties with said truck,
inchuding defective steering and defactive leather seats, which was due to defective
manufacturing and defbctive parts. ‘The truck was taken 1o Montgomery Chevrolet, and Wilson

Bros. on mumeroud ocossions for repair of defects. The steering probleons still exist despite their a

sttempts to repair them, The deficts still exist. All of the said defects weve present when the




5.. Defmdants Wilson Bro. Inc. has sstempted to repair said steoring problems but
has been unable to remedy the problen. Said Defindant has refused to attempt flrrther repaics
to remedy the defoct.

6. All of id numerous problams and repairs to said truck have been caused by, wnd
are a result of, manubscturing defects by Defendant General Motors Corporstion. Theeo defocts
have been documented as caused by manufacturing defiis.

T Plaintiff is s “buyer” under UCC 5 2-103,

8.  Wilon Bros. Joo. is & dealer from whom said truck was purchased, seid dealer is &
“seller” under UCC § 2-103.

9. General Motors Corporation, Truck Division, is the mamfacturer of suid truck,
and is & “seller” under UCC 8§ 2-103.

10.  The truck constinutes “goods™ under UCC S 2-108.

11, Plaintifs’ purchase of the truck was accompanied by an express warmaty offered
by General Motors Corporation, and extended to Plaintiffs, which warranty was part of the basis
of the bargain of the contract between Plaintifh and Defendant Wilson Brog, Inc. for the sale of

the trock.
12.  Inthis express warmnty, General Motors Corporation, Trock Division warrarbed

thet the truck was froe of all deficts in metecials or workmunship, ead that if anry such defoct were
discovered within the duration of the sxpress written warranty, General Motors Corporation
woukd provide for repair of the stomobile free of charge to the Plaintifh.

13.  Inihct, when delivered, the track bad the defects in materials or workmanship
which was discovered within the warranty perind and which has beeet stated above.

14, Within five (5) days of discovering each defict, Phainkiffy notified Monigomery
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EXpTess wasranty.
15.  Plentiffs provided the Defendents as dirocted in the express warranty, sufficient

opportunity to repair or replace the truck.
15.  Plaimiffs mot all of their obligation mnd preconditions as provided in the express
warranty.

17.  Defondants have failed and refased 10 repeir the truck as provided in the express
w.MﬁMhﬂh:mmNMMMmel
it .

18.  Theimuck continues to contain defucts which substantially impair the value of the
sutomobils to Plamtifls, as well as endanger the lives of the Plaintifi.

19.  These defects could not reasonably have been discovered by Plaintiffy prior fo
scoeptance of the sutomobie. The defects were known to exist Defendants prior to sale and
acceptance by Plaimtiffs of said sutomobile.

20.  Asof this date the automobile was in substantially the same, or worse, conditions
22 of delivary.

21.  Defendants have refied Plyintifs" revocstion and have refased 1o provide

22.  Plaintif are entitled to the reccvery of the purchase price peid, title foen, taxes,
msurerwe fiee, cancellmion of instaliment contract, cost of “cover™, incidental, consequentisl,
and othor special dameges.

2).  Wherefore, Plaintiffs are entitled to recovery in the amount of 528, 290.01.




COUNT I

24.  Plaintiffs reqliego cach allegation contained in parsgraphe 1-14 mmd 13-24 shove.

25.  Defendsnts General Motors Corporation, Truck Division, and Wilson Bros., Inc.
are merchants with respect to trucks mder UCC § 2014,

26,  The truck purchased by pleintif®s was subject to impBed warranties of
merchantability under UCC § 2-314, numning from said defeadants to the beasfit of Plaintiffe

27.  The deficts desoribed in Paragraph 12 sbove rendered the vehicle unmerchastable.

28.  Defandasts have fiiled and refiised to adequately remexly the defects in the truck,
saxd the trock is still in an uvomerchantable condition,

29.  Asaresilt of the actioes of the Defiendart, the Pieintiffs have not received what
they bargained for, and the Defendants have breached express written warranties, and imphied
waranties of fitness and merchantability, pursuant 10 the Uniform Commercial Code, ux codified
in the Kentucky Rovisod Statutes, KRS 355.1-161 et. seq. (becsinafier UCC), specifically
Sections 2-313 2-314 and 2-315; have bresched said warranties pursaant to the Magmuson-Moss
Wamanty Act, 15 U.S.C. 2301-2312, and have fsiled to perform their obgations imposed by and
wader suid act.

30,  Wherefore, Plaiatiffs are entitled to recover damages in the smawnt of $28,290.01
a5 described sbove. '

COLNT Il
31,  Plaintiffs reallogs each alegation contained in Paragraph 1 through 24.
32.  Plaintiffs are connmery a3 defined in the Magmuson-Moss Warranty Act
{bersinafier, “Warventy At} 15 USC 2301 (3).




33. Geneni Motors Corporation, Track Diivision, is & supplier and warrantor ss
defined i the Warranty Act, 15 USC S 2301 (1).
34, T truck is & “consumer” products™ sy defined in the Warraaty Act, 15 USC §

1} 8
38, 'I'Iumm pertaining to the truck is & “written warranty™ us defined in

the Warrasty Act, 15 USC § 2301,
36.  The truck was manufactured after Fuly 4, 1975,

37.  Tho sbove described action constitutes broach of the writton wammanty by
Defendant General Motors Corporstion.

38.  Whenefiore, Plalatiffs are entitled 10 a recovery in the amount of $28,290.01 , s
deacribed above; and in sdition are cntitied to Achzl sttorney’s foes reasonably incurred in
connectioa with the commencement and prosecution of this action; to cost of this action; and
other legal and oquitable relief as the court may deem proper.

COUNT IV

39.  Phintiffs realloge each allegation contained in Paragraphs 1 through 14.

40, The shove described ctions constitute & breach of the omplied warrenty of
merchantability actionshle under the Warranty Act LS, USC 58 2310 (d) (1).

41,  Wherefors, Plaintiits are entitled to recovery in the amoum of $28,290.01; actusl
sttorngys” foos ressonably incarred in connection with the commencenseat and prosscution of
thia action; cost of this action; snd other legal equitable belief as the court may deem proper; 1s
described above.




CORUNT Y

42.  Plaintiffy reallege each sllegation contained in Peragraph 1-41.

43.  Plaimiffs purchased said truck partislly on the basls of the Defendants” tekevision
six) magazioe ndvertising which both expressty and implicdly stated said truck was of quality
panufictared, and was covered by wasrenties which equaled or surpassed those offered by other
truck was oovered by express information which stated thet said tuck was covered by express
writhen warrantiss, which would cover the defacts and problems present in seid truck. Based
upon sakl exprem and imphed warrantios, wnd representation of defercianis, Plaintiffs
purchased said truck. -

44.  Plgintiffs further made the decision to purchase said truck based upon the express
and implied warranties of fitness and merchantabllity of this and all trucks manifactired by
General Motors Corporation. The puschase of said truck was further affered by the
masaifacturer, Defendant General Motors Corporation, extended to Plaintiffs, and which warrasty
was & part of the basis of the besgain of the contract between Plaintiffy and Defenduniy.

43.  Duoc to the defiexts and problems with seid truck which has been present sinoe the
date of its purchese, and in fact sinoe it manufioture, there have been breaches of express written
warcanties, express and implied representations, and implied warranties of fitness for purpose
and mexchantebibity, bry Defandants. Said truck is neither ft to drive, nor is it meschantable,

45,  Wherefore Defendants have breached express and implied warrantics made
through their advertising, and have thus bresched the express snd implied contract between




| 47.  Wherefors, Plaintiffs are entitlsd to recover the amount of the purchase price, pius
expenses for taxes, titles, end inpuyance, ol in the mmount of $28,290.01.

COUNTV]

43.  Phintiffs realloge and resver cach allegation as contsined in Paragraph 1 through
47 sbove.

49,  Defendanes have intentionally, knowingly, wilifully and fraudulently failed to
reven! the existence of said defacts and problems, of which they were sware prioc to the sale of
said sutomobile 1o Plaintiffs. The Defondant purposely and with txtent to defreud the Plsintiffs
misrepresented the quality of their product, and intentionally concealed sald known defects, for
the sole purpose of effecting & sale of said truck to Plaintiffs. Defendants knevw at the time of the
malc and all times subsequently, that the defiect existed and could not be remediad, that serious
haerm or damage would thos result to Plaintiffs due to their misconduct; Defendants knew of this
tikelibood of serious harm or damage; Deferxiants profiled exstensively &3 & result of their
misconduct.

50.  Wherelore, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover the aroutst of $28,290.01 a
compensatory damages snd further 1o pumitive damages, pursoant to KRS 411.186.

COUNT ¥1I
5),  'This action is brought as & class action pursusst to Rule 23 of the X.R.C.P. and the
Magruson-Mots Warranty Act, 15 U.S.C.S. 2710 (d). The oumber of Plaintiff named hersin is
not ees that 100,
52, The Pisinkifly being this action on their own behaif and in & repressntutive capacity
on behaif'of all other persans similarty situsted (the “CLASS™), namely; All purchasers of 1998




Chevrolee Siiverade-Fick.sp which contain-defoctive parts.
53.  The members of the clus are 30 manecous that joinder of all of theemn is inzpracticsl.
55. Tha question of fact and isw common 0 the members of the class predonimate
over any questioes-affecting only-individual messhars.
o 36.  The reproscotative parties will fairly and adequately protest the interest of the

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray that this action he maintained ny a Clase Aosion, and that
Fudgemont be-grastied to-Plaletifh, -snd-othwr-soenbars-of-the-Gleas-ss Plobwiffs-have allogod in
Paragraphs 22, 23, 31, 38, 41, 47, 50, pursuant 1o Counts I, 11, IL, IV, V, and VI, jointly and

Plaiatiffh desand a trial by jury on all counts and canses of rction contained herein.




THE ATTACHMENTS TO THIS
'DOCUMENT HAVE BEEN REMOVED
TO PROTECT UNWARRANTED
INVASION OF PERSONAL PRIVACY
PURSUANT TO EXEMPTION 6 OF
THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION

- ACT (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6).



